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Abstract: Learning on the Web requires considerable seifetion (Hartley & Bendixen, 2001;
Valenta, Therriault, Dieter, & Mrtek, 2001). In facseveral scholars (e.g., Dabbagh & Bannan-
Ritland, 2005; Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2004; Moore &adfsley, 2005) have argued that online
learners—to an even greater degree than traditidaasroom students—require motivation and
self-regulation to stay engaged, guide their cagmitand regulate their effort. The purpose of this
article is to provide a summary of several key ifiigd from recent empirical studies that used
social cognitive views of self-regulation to undarsl the characteristics of successful online
learners. Following each finding are practical, &moglly-based guidelines that have emerged from
these studies. Ultimately, this article encourag@ie teachers to consider and explicitly address
their learners’ academic motivation and self-regota as they strive to provide engaging and
effective online instruction.

Over the last decade, online learning has emergeaah ancreasingly popular alternative to traditiona
classroom instruction (Larreamendy-Joerns & Leidh&006; Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006). For examnalrecent
survey of 2,500 U.S. colleges and universitieshey$loan Consortium found that the number of degraating
institutions offering online courses more than dedtirom 1.6 million in 2002 to 3.5 million in 20@&llen &
Seaman, 2007). Likewise, the U.S. military has ge@ed the utility of online learning. In particuyléhe U.S.
Department of Defense recently created the AdvabBistibuted Learning initiative, a program intedde make
education and training available to the militanyisre than three million personnel anytime, anywl{€@da &
Curda, 2003). Not surprisingly, online instructisrconsidered a critical component of the Advarbbedributed
Learning initiative (Fletcher, Tobias, & Wisher,@®0. Finally, corporations have joined the onliearhing
community. A recent survey of large Fortune 500 panies by the American Society for Training and
Development found that the percentage of comparsiegy computer-delivered training increased to 372005,
with 60% of this training provided online (RiveraRaradise, 2006).

Traditionally, research in the area of online |&grhas focused primarily on group comparisong; ig1a
studies which compared the attitudes and acadeshiex®ments of online learners versus traditioledstoom
students. Taken together, results from these igat&ins have generally found no statistically gigant
differences in various outcomes (e.g., satisfactomtinuing motivation, and achievement; Berndral e 2004;
Phipps & Merisotis, 1999; Russell, 1999; Zhao, ¥&n, Lai, & Tan, 2005). Accordingly, the conclusiis that
online learning can bas effectivas its classroom counterpart (Russell, 1999; #had., 2005).

Recently, several experts in the field of onlinerténg (Bernard et al., 2004; Dillon & Greene, 2003
Gibson, 2003) have urged researchers to move baymugh comparison studies and focus instead oatthibutes
of learners who perform well in online learningusitions. The purpose of the present article igitflp review
recent research that has specifically addressedeébommendation to investigate learner charatitsri online
settings. In particular, this article presentsifigd from several empirical studies that used $cognitive views of
self-regulation to understand student successlinenourses. More importantly, this article praagdonline
instructors with a set of practical, empiricallysked guidelines that have emerged from these studiinately,
this article encourages online teachers to considérexplicitly address their learners’ academitivaton and
self-regulation as they strive to provide engagind effective online instruction.

Online Learning and Self-Direction

Anyone who has ever completed an online courseratatels that learning on the Web requires
considerable self-direction (Hartley & Bendixenp2fValenta et al., 2001). Whereas teachers irtitvadl
classrooms might normally provide students withdguice and structure, online learners are much more
autonomous. As a result of this increased autonomijne learners must take greater responsibitityttie
management and control of their own academic pesgfieabbagh & Bannan-Ritland, 2005; Dabbagh & Kiigs,
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2004; Moore & Kearsley, 2005). Results from thesatSloan Consortium survey support the idea thiaie
learning requires student autonomy and self-divectin 2006, academic leaders from 2,500 U.S. geieand
universities cited “students need more disciplmeucceed in online courses” as the most impoltarmter to the
widespread adoption of online learning (Allen & 8w, 2007). Therefore, you might say that onlirerng, as a
mode of instruction, shifts control from the ingtior to the learner.

With this shift, many scholars have suggesteddhlihe students—to an even greater extent than
traditional learners—must be capable of “self-ragjnly” their cognition, motivation, and behaviortirese highly
autonomous learning environments (Dabbagh & KissM2004; Garrison, 2003; Hartley & Bendixen, 20&EIf-
regulated learning, then, seems to provide a ugefiework for online learning research, offeringpiortant
insights into the functioning of independent leasngynch & Dembo, 2004; Militiadou & Savenye, 2003

Theoretical Framework: Social Cognitive Self-Regulton

Self-regulated learning (SRL) refers to “learnihgttoccurs largely from the influence of studestdf-
generated thoughts, feelings, strategies, and bmisawhich are oriented toward the attainmentazlg”’ (Schunk
& Zimmerman, 1998, p. viii). Also referred to asademic self-regulation, SRL has been studied iiticanal
classrooms as a means of understanding how sugtstgients adapt their cognition, motivation, &etiavior to
improve learning. In general, investigations haeesistently found that students who hold adaptietivational
beliefs tend to use more SRL strategies and, asuty outperform their less-adaptive counterpdotsa review, see
Pintrich, 1999).

Although there are various conceptualizations effamic self-regulation (for a review, see Boekaerts
Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000; Puustinen & Pulkkine®02), several scholars have found social cognitiedels of
self-regulation to be particularly useful in anahg student success in online courses (e.g., Argdd7b; Hodges,
2005; Militiadou & Savenye, 2003). Social cognitivedels distinguish themselves from purely cogaitiveories
in that they focus on the interrelationship amaeayhers’ beliefs and their use of self-generatachlag strategies
(Pintrich, 1999; Zimmerman, 2000). Moreover, socianitive models are concerned with explaining lloase
personal beliefs and associated behaviors areatisninfluenced by characteristics of the learremgironment
(Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000).

As a multidimensional construct that integratesnitbge, motivational, and behavioral components of
learning to understand how students become masténeir own learning processes (Pintrich, 2000¢ia
cognitive theories of self-regulation assume a tigpeonstructivist position (Martin, 2004). In faetccording to
Pintrich (2000), the most important assumption stiday nearly all theories of academic self-regatats the
active, constructivist assumptiolm his words, “learners are assumed to activehstruct their own meanings,
goals, and strategies....learners are not just passoipients of information...but rather active, donstive
meaning makers as they go about learning” (Pint26I00, p. 452). A second critical assumption & tharners can
potentially monitor, control, and regulate vari@spects of their own cognition, motivation, anddabr, as well
as features of the learning environment (Pintr&0Q0). This is not to say that learnail self-regulate at all times
or in all learning contexts, but that monitoringntrol, and regulation is at least possible. Is thay, it can be said
that SRL is not an all-or-nothing phenomenon. ladiestudents are self-regulating to the extentttiet are
cognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally inw@d in their own learning activities (ZimmermanQ2).

Zimmerman (2000) has described a three-phase mbdelf-regulation that includderethought
performanceandself-reflection Forethought involves setting goals prior to Ié@gnactivating relevant prior
knowledge, and planning time and effort allocatidPsrformance includes monitoring one’s actionsthed
outcomes and attempting to control one’s cognitiomativation, behaviors, and contextual factordrdutearning
(Schunk, 2005). Finally, self-reflection incorp@siassessment of one’s overall performance andati@i of what
changes are needed for better learning next timan@ each phase, self-regulated learners comlgeitive
strategies (e.g., rehearsal, elaboration, orgaaipatvith motivational beliefs (e.g., self-efficabyr learning,
interest and value, and goal orientation) to cdrtreir own learning processes and achieve theitsg@intrich,
2000; Zimmerman, 2000). In short, effective setftiated learners are “goal-driven, motivated, iredefent, and
metacognitively active participants in their owareing’(Azevedo, 2005, p. 202)—characteristics thake them
particularly well suited to succeed in online leagnenvironments (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2004; Garrj2003).

Literature Search Criteria

Numerous empirical studies over the last decage htlized social cognitive theory and its pergpecon
motivation and self-regulation to investigate oallearning. For the purposes of the present artiokepublicly
available literature from 1995 through 2007 waseeed. Because the Internet has only recently bedbm



technology-of-choice for learning and teaching distance (Dabbagh & Bannan-Ritland, 2005; Moorkéarsley,
2005; Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006), the literasgarch was limited to articles published after4199

Electronic searches were performed using varioesigs, including, for example, self-regulat* AND
online, self-regulat* AND Web, and self-regulat* ANdistance. The following databases were searcheallemic
Search Premier, ERIC, PsychARTICLES, PsychologyBeitavioral Sciences Collection, PsycINFO, Web of
Science, and Dissertation Abstracts on ProQueste @itated, abstracts for each study were reddlesrthat
utilized social cognitive models of motivation aself-regulation, or components thereof, as theiothtical
framework were retained and read in their entirety.

Key Findings and Instructional Implications

It is important to note that a thorough discussibthe findings from the empirical studies reviewee is
beyond the scope of this article (for a completéere, see Artino, 2007b). Instead, the presentlarpirovides only
a brief summary of the key findings that emergekstiently across several studies. Following eaudirfg is a
description of the associated instructional implaas for online teachers.

Finding 1: The Quality and Quantity of Students’ Séf-Regulatory Beliefs and Behaviors Vary Greatly; Those
with More Adaptive Profiles Experience Greater Sucess

Self-regulated learners are generally charactg@zeactive participants who efficiently contradithown
learning experiences in many different ways, intigcestablishing a productive work environment anithg
resources effectively; organizing and rehearsifgrimation to be learned; seeking help when thepato
understand; and holding positive motivational Helebout their capabilities, the value of learniagd the factors
that influence learning (Schunk & Zimmerman, 198998). Recent empirical findings in online settihgse
confirmed that these beliefs and behaviors arecid@ssociated with greater academic success, ingledhanced
overall satisfaction (Artino, 20074, in press; L2@02; Lim, 2001), greater intentions to enrolfuture online
courses (Artino, 2007a, in press; Lim, 2002), amgesior academic performance (Bell & Akroyd, 2086u, 1997;
Joo et al., 2000; Lee, 2002; Lynch & Dembo, 2004y & Newlin, 2002).

Additionally, some scholars (Greene & Azevedo, 2M07trich, 2003; Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008)
have suggested that there may be important develoaindifferences in students’ academic self-regata For
example, Greene and Azevedo (2007) have encouragedrchers to ask whether there might be a davelaial
progression within SRL. In their words, “reseanclthis area would perhaps not only allow us to nobearly
examine individual phenomena in SRL but also prewitlies as to how good SRL behaviors might be tAugh
(Greene & Azevedo, 2007, p. 364).

Results from several studies of both traditional anline learners (e.g., Artino & Stephens, 20Qigtide
& Dornan, 2001; Niemi, Nevgi, & Virtanen, 2003; Rardson & Newby, 2006; Williams & Hellman, 2004 vka
supported the hypothesis that there are develo@idiffierences in students’ self-regulatory beliaf&l behaviors.
For instance, Artino and Stephens (2007) survegedrdversity students and found that graduate stisdenrolled
in an online course reported greater use of ctitidaking strategies and lower levels of procnaation than
undergraduates enrolled in similar courses. Likewiis a study of graduate students’ cognitive eegamnt in
engineering- and education-based online programbaRison and Newby (2006) found that younger sttsdeere
more likely to use surface processing strategies (imit cognitive engagement to the bare esaknéind use rote
memorization to learn) and surface motives (i.eetmequirements minimally), rather than more ddeptieep
processing strategies and motives.

Instructional implication 1a: Assess components aftudents’ SRL and supply individualized
feedback.Artino & Stephens (2006) have suggested that “enilistructors, challenged with having to discern
students’ engagement with online materials in tieeace of traditional classroom cues (e.g., faygatures,
fidgeting, non-attendance), may be able to utiizrvey...as a diagnostic tool” (p. 180). For ins&ran instructor
could administer a SRL survey early in an onlinarse to assess which students are likely to haaptae
motivational attributes and, therefore, are alkel¥i to use effective SRL strategies. Two populavsys have been
used in traditional classrooms and can be easiljifired for online settings: the Motivated Strategfer Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & Me#chie, 1993) and the Learning and Strategies Study
Inventory (LASSI; Weinstein, Schulte, & Palmer, I98

In addition to using survey results to inform thaivn instructional practices, online teachers caerpret
these results; provide individualized feedbackintstudents regarding their strengths and wealesesand refer
students to additional resources for guidance emtodmprove their deficiencies (Cennamo, Ross, &&s,
2002). Using these proactive techniques, instrgatan know early in an online course which studargdikely to



need more help regulating their cognition, motieatiand behavior. In doing so, both instructors stadents will
be in better position to promptly address thosekwesses.

Instructional implication 1b: Provide students with differential support. As suggested by Artino and
Stephens (2007), online instructors, tasked wilcheng both undergraduate and graduate courseddstunsider
providing their developmentally distinct audieneeéth differential support; that is, “different typend amounts of
regulatory guidance and scaffolding during onlie@rhing activities” (p. 5). For instance, undergiatés may
require more explicit support and structure fromithstructor in the form of (a) reflective prommgiaimed at
helping them self-monitor their understanding (Ba&iLinn, 2000); (b) clearer and more detailed alyi)
assignment instructions, and grading rubrics tgsgsem in goal setting and self-evaluation (Ley&ung, 2001);
and (c) more intermediate assignment deadlineaditithte their progression toward task complefioin, Bonk,
Magjuka, Lee, & Su, 2005). In general, these irtdtomal tactics are designed to encourage onliamégs with
less-developed SRL beliefs and behaviors to bedtgrlate their own learning activities (McLoughl#902) and to
discourage their use of maladaptive academic bel@\such as procrastination (Artino & Stephen§,720

Finding 2: Students’ Motivational Beliefs, Such aself-Efficacy and Task Value, Matter

Bandura (1986) defined self-efficacy as “peopladggments of their capabilities to organize and etec
courses of action required to attain designatedsyy performances” (p. 391). According to Schi206), self-
regulated learners tend to have higher self-effiéaclearning than students with less-adaptive $Rifiles. With
this in mind, several investigations have studigétsfficacy and its relations to other importaatiables in online
contexts. Overall, results have revealed that wdoenpared to their counterparts with lower perceiself-efficacy,
efficacious students report more use of cognitive: metacognitive learning strategies (Artino & Steps, 2006;
Joo, Bong, & Choi, 2000), greater satisfaction wifitkir learning experience (Artino, 2007a, in préss, 2001),
increased likelihood of enrolling in future onlineurses (Artino, 2007a; Lim 2001), and superiodagaic
performance (Bell & Akroyd, 2006; Hsu, 1997; Joaket 2000; Lee, 2002; Lynch & Dembo, 2004; Wang &
Newlin, 2002).

Research in traditional classrooms also suggeatdaarners’ task value beliefs (i.e., the extenthich
they find a task interesting, important, and usefiacles & Wigfield, 1995) relate positively to thase of SRL
strategies (e.g., rehearsal, elaboration, orgaaipatn fact, Schunk (2005) concluded that “studenith greater
personal interest in a topic and those who viewatttevity as important or useful are more likelyuse adaptive
self-regulatory strategies” (p. 87). Over the phstade, a handful of researchers have attempteskttask value as
a predictor of adaptive academic outcomes in ord&iéngs. In general, results have shown taskeviadliefs to be
positively related to students’ use of cognitivel ametacognitive learning strategies (Artino & Stepd, 2006; Hsu,
1997), overall satisfaction (Artino, in press; L2802), and future enrollment choices (Artino, 2807

Instructional implication 2a: Develop and support sudents’ self-efficacy.Online instructors can help
students build and maintain their self-efficacy fsarning by using various instructional strategfdghough many
strategies have been shown to enhance studerftgffiehcy and improve motivation and learning iotto
traditional and online contexts, two specific agmizes are suggested here. First, online instructor$ielp learners
identify and set challenging, proximal goals. Wistudents set realistic goals, they tend to be nmatévated to
perform than students who are given no goals oravbasimply told to try their best (Locke & Lathai®90).
Furthermore, according to Bandura (1997), studehts set a goal are likely to experience an ingethse of self-
efficacy in their ability to achieve the goal arréd also apt to make a commitment to attempt itstiisients
progress, “they engage in activities that theyewiwill lead to goal attainment: attend to instiarg, rehearse
information to be remembered, expend effort, andigé (Schunk, 1991, p. 213). A second strategybfaosting
students’ self-efficacy for learning online is tmpide them with timely, honest, and explicit tdskdback
(Bandura, 1997; Bangert, 2004; Wang & Lin, 200%je&ive feedback from the instructor reveals pesgrin
relation to students’ goals; helps students adhestevel or direction of their effort; and devetogtudents’ self-
efficacy beliefs as they experience enactive masted observe progression toward goal completi@n¢Bira,
1997; Locke & Latham, 2002).

Instructors can utilize a number of online toold é&chniques to help students with goal settingguoal
completion, and to facilitate effective feedbackv&al of these online tools and techniques incthddollowing:
(a) create detailed online syllabi with hyperlinksassignment specifications and grading rubriasiid &
Stephens, 2007), (b) provide intermediate assighoesdlines to facilitate goal progression and taskpletion
(Liu et al., 2005), (c) send frequent emails to ommicate goals and provide task feedback (Dabbagfit$antas,
2004), and (d) utilize up-to-date online grade ksotwkencourage self-monitoring and self-evaluatidabbagh &
Kitsantas, 2005; Whipp & Chiarelli, 2004).



Instructional implication 2b: Clarify task relevance and design online activities that are grounded in
authentic problems to generate interestTeachers can design their online courses in swedlyahat enhances the
extent to which students value the learning tasksch can ultimately improve motivation and leagnifKeller,
1999). For example, by clarifying the relevancepécific learning tasks, instructors help studentterstand the
contribution of coursework to the realization oéithpersonal goals, interests, and values (Assaplaq, & Roth,
2002). Additionally, online instructors can addreakie and relevance by utilizing authentic, prableased
learning activities (Bransford, Brown, & Cockind)@; Woo & Reeves, 2007). As Artino and Stephef962
have suggested, “problem-based learning cyclesedda contemporary (if not controversial) issuethin the field
of study, can not only capture students’ immediatierest but can also help them appreciate thetargcial, real-
world relevance and importance of what they arenieg” (p. 180). Although the use of authentic desbs is not
unique to online education, it is considered by ynanbe a “best practice” for enhancing motivataord facilitating
students’ ability to transfer what is learned to@lgroblems encountered elsewhere (American P$ygioal
Association [APA], 1997; Bransford et al., 2000hat said, instructors are cautioned to carefullystder the
complexity of the problems they employ, as ovedyplex problems have the potential to quickly ovesin
learners’ working memory capacity and, consequentiy have a negative impact on learning (for apteta
review of the limitations of problem-based learnargl other types of minimally-guided instructioee Kirschner,
Sweller, & Clark, 2006; Mayer, 2004).

Finding 3: Students Seldom Use Critical Thinking Skls During Online Discussions

For many online courses, group discussions conduweithin message boards represent the principal
instructional activity (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 200B) most cases, the primary goal of these onliseudisions is to
encourage students to challenge, reform, and ssizghéheir current views of knowledge through impithe
interactions with others (Garrison, Anderson, & et 2001). However, findings from numerous studiesnline
discussions have indicated that students’ intayastare often quite shallow, and “rarely develoipéal a higher
level of communication where negotiation, co-candion, and agreement occurred” (Tallent-Runnekd.e2006,
p. 100). One possible explanation for studentsii@Wwgparticipation in online discussions is lackgfidance from
the instructor. Thus, as Christopher, Thomas, adk&ft-Runnels (2004) have argued, online instmsgtke their
counterparts in traditional classrooms, must takatgr responsibility for organizing and scaffolyitheir students’
learning within these online discussions.

A number of recent studies have confirmed the bsneff online self-regulatory scaffolding. Taken
together, findings have suggested that (a) scaffgldan be an effective way to support and/or ecdatudents’
self-regulatory beliefs and behaviors (Azevedo,day, & Seibert, 2004; Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 200&uKman,
2004; Niemi et al., 2003); (b) adaptive scaffold{ing., a teacher or tutor who continuously diagrsostudent
understanding and provides timely content and m®celated scaffolding) is more effective in supiparthe
development of students’ conceptual understandiniguge of deep processing strategies than fixetbhtiag
conditions (i.e., a generic list of learning goa#gevedo et al., 2004); and (c) scaffolding is meffective for
novice learners with under-developed self-reguiabadiefs and behaviors than for veteran learngisni et al.,
2003).

Instructional implication 3: Scaffold online discussions.Supplemental scaffolding in online contexts has
been described by some as enhaneadhing presenc@nderson, Rourke, Garrison, & Archer, 2001; Gamni et
al., 2001; Shea, Li, Swan, & Picket, 2005). Formegke, during online discussions, enhanced teaghiegence
might include some of the following teacher behexida) set the climate for learning by modelingrapriate
discussion posts; (b) focus the discussion on fipéssues; (c) encourage, acknowledge, and reiafetudent
contributions; (d) identify areas of agreement/diseament and seek consensus and understandiragtd e)
information from diverse sources to a string ofisut posts; (f) critically evaluate posts and retjatarification
and elaboration where necessary; and (g) diagnubearect students’ misunderstandings (Andersah. 2001,
Shea et al., 2005). Moreover, providing studentl wxplicit discussion prompts (Hara, Bonk, & Ang@D00;
Spatariu, Hartley, Schraw, Bendixen, & Quinn, 208l clear grading criteria (Rovai, 2003) has tsewn to
improve the quality of online discussions and emage more in-depth student interactions.

Finding 4: Students Who Collaborate and Seek Helprém Others Tend to Experience Greater Success
Many models of academic self-regulation supportidliea of external regulation from teachers andgasr
they provide modeling of and scaffolding for redalg behaviors (Boekaerts et al., 2000; PuustindPudkkinen,
2001). Thus, although it may seem paradoxical, lemgbtudents to become highly self-regulated nesguire
“putting individuals in learning situations withrt@in degrees of other-regulation” (Kollar & Fisch2006, p. 426).
Furthermore, research in traditional classroomgéesaled that high achieving students with welledeped self-



regulatory beliefs and behaviors tend to make fislesir teachers and peers as social supports (Zman &
Martinez-Pons, 1986).

Other-regulation from teachers and peers may be exae important in online contexts where studeots
not have the luxury of face-to-face interactionsimtyweekly classroom meetings (Dabbagh & Kitsari2@94,
2005). For example, in a case study that explooed graduate students used and adapted traditiGtiakBategies
to complete online tasks, Whipp and Chiarelli (20f@ind that students “used the continuous feedbétkeir
peers to make judgments about the quality of theim work” (p. 15). Additionally, students reportdtit the
constant presence of the teacher and peers imtime @iscussion forums added incentive for corgthu
participation in the discussions. Some studenta esenmented that toward the end of the semestamwhline
discussions were no longer required, their motbratd stay engaged waned. One student statedpéindied on the
interaction with other students to keep myself ratttd, and when that wasn’t there, my motivatiaypged a lot”
(Whipp & Chiarelli, 2004, p. 16). Finally, resuftom this case study revealed some variationsaafitional help-
seeking and peer assistance behaviors that wecdispe the online context. For example, sevetatlents
discussed how they regularly used their peershertiiscussion posts to plan and shape their owk (Mshipp &
Chiarelli, 2004).

Instructional implication 4: Utilize peer models and encourage collaboratiod an-regulation In an
online environment, external regulation from teastend peers appears to be particularly imporidrerefore,
online instructors should consider facilitating isbenodeling, collaboration, and so-called othareo-regulation
(Corno & Randi, 1999; Kollar & Fischer, 2006). Fotample, instructors can promote social modelingeiveral
ways, including the following activities: (a) modgpropriate discussion posts, (b) explicitly acklzulge and
reinforce well-written posts, and (c) provide stotdewith samples of exemplary assignments. Additignby
utilizing collaborative assignments and requirihgdents to work together toward a mutual goal,r@nlnstructors
can encourage students to provide regulatory stijjgmoone another in the form of project plannintpnitoring,
and reflecting (Winters & Azevedo, 2005).

Of course, it is worth noting that simply placingdents in groups does not guarantee collaboratioin
co-regulation (Johnson & Johnson, 1999). Instdsalldarning environment must be intentionally desdto
promote effective group behaviors and to discouragkadaptive activities such as free-riding andaddeafing
(Kreijns, Kirschner, & Jochems, 2003). Althoughiscdssion of specific techniques for promoting etifee
collaboration is beyond the scope of this artittiese instructional methods have been detailetvblse in the
computer-supported, collaborative learning literat{see, for example, Artino, 2004; Hiltz, 1997hdson &
Johnson, 1999; Kreijns et al., 2003).

Final Thoughts

Over the last 10 years, numerous studies haveasseal cognitive views of self-regulation to undarsl
the characteristics of successful online learr@yerall, the existing empirical literature suppaxll-established
findings from research in more traditional classngpspecifically, that academic self-regulatiommgortant, if not
essential, for effective learning and performarfgito, 2007b; Hodges, 2005; Miltiadou & Saveny803;
Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994, 1998).

The purpose of this article was to provide onlimgtiuctors with a set of practical, empirically-bds
guidelines that have emerged from these receniestutiable 1 provides a summary of the four prinfengings
that were culled from the literature, along witkittinstructional implications. Table 1 also inobsdseveral online
tools and techniques that instructors can use pteiment the recommendations provided here. It gitant to
note, however, that the empirical findings repoitethis article, and the instructional implicatsotiat follow, are
not necessarily unique to online learning and tegchn fact, most of the instructional recommeratad provided
here are equally applicable for promoting studeativation and learning in traditional, face-to-fazntexts (APA,
1997; Bransford et al., 2000). Ultimately, howewanline teachers who read this article should beviewed that to
facilitate engaging and effectiwmlineinstruction, they must first consider and expljcéddress their learners’
academic motivation and self-regulation.

Author Note

The first author is a military service member. M@vs expressed in this article are those of ththas
and do not necessarily reflect the official polaryposition of the Department of the Navy, Deparitrad Defense,
nor the U.S. Government.



Table 1

Summary of Key Findings, Instructional Implications, and Online Tools/Technigues for Implementation

Finding

Implication

Online Tools & Techniques

1. The quality and
quantity of
students’ self-
regulatory beliefs
and behaviors
vary greatly;
those with more
adaptive profiles
experience
greater success

la. Assess
components of
students’ self-
regulated learning

Utilize online surveys to assess self-regulated learning skills (e.g., online
versions of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire [MSLQ] or
the Learning and Strategies Study Inventory [LASSI])

and supply Interpret survey results, provide individualized feedback, and supply links to
individualized additional Web resources for tips on improving deficient self-regulated
feedback learning skills

1b. Provide Send reflective prompts via email and/or course management systems to

students with
differential support

encourage self-monitoring

Create detailed syllabi, assignment instructions, and grading rubrics to
assist with goal setting and self-evaluation

Use intermediate assignment deadlines to facilitate progression toward task
completion

2. Students’
motivational
beliefs, such as
self-efficacy and
task value, matter

2a. Develop and
support students’
self-efficacy

Help students identify and set challenging, proximal goals

Send frequent emails and/or utilize course management systems to provide
students with timely, honest, and explicit performance feedback

Utilize up-to-date online grade books to encourage self-monitoring and self-
evaluation

2b. Clarify task
relevance and
design online
activities that are
grounded in
authentic problems
to generate interest

Tell students how specific learning tasks will contribute to the realization of
their personal goals, interests, and values

Employ problem-based learning cycles rooted in authentic issues to
enhance motivation and facilitate transfer; however, carefully consider the
complexity of problems and their potential to overwhelm students’ working
memory capacity

3. Students 3. Scaffold online Model appropriate discussion posts that are focused on the specific
seldom use discussions issues/concepts under consideration
critical thinking
skills during Encourage, acknowledge, and reinforce student contributions
online discussions
Identify areas of agreement/disagreement and seek consensus and
understanding
Add information from diverse sources and critically evaluate student posts
Provide explicit discussion prompts and clear grading criteria
4. Students who 4. Utilize peer Model appropriate discussion posts and explicitly acknowledge and
seek help from models and reinforce other students’ well-written posts
others and encourage
collaborate collaboration and Provide samples of exemplary assignments
experience co-regulation

greater success

Utilize group projects that encourage students to work together toward a
mutual goal
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